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Evliya Chelebi on the Armenian Language 
_ of Sivas in 1650. Some remarks. 


J.J.S. Weitenberg 
=- University of Leiden 


_. Inthe last issue of this Annual (4, 1983, 47-56) Robert Dankoff 
- presents an interesting specimen of 17th century Armenian written in 
Ottoman script. In the following I intend to make some preliminary 
© remarks on linguistic aspects of this text. Most attention will be given 
to the question of in what sense this text can be considered as repre- 
senting the Armenian language of Sivas, given the fact that it shows 
features that are absent in the dialect of Sivas. The Ottoman script is in 
many respects very ambiguous in rendering the Armenian. Before 
trying to relate the features of the text, a glossary, to what is known of 
the Armenian language of the 17th century it is vital to know how to 
approach this text. In the following it is to be understood that Dankoff 
has rightly established the character of the Goes as being of the 
Western (go) type. 


1. The first question that presents itself is what Evliya Chelebi, 
the author of this glossary, intended to write down. The text is in- 
serted in an account of a stay at Sivas/Sebastia. The inhabitants of 
Sivas are stated to “belong to the Jacobite religious community”. At 
the same time it is said that the Armenians of the Arab lands are called 
Jacobites and that “all of them in Damascus, Aleppo, and Iraq speak 
the Jacobite dialect .... The Jacobite dialect is written down in its 

“place”, to which Dankoff adds “(perhaps refers to the glossary be- 
low)”. One might conclude that Evliya wrote down a variant of Arme- 
nian that was spoken in a larger area than Sivas alone. In our terms: he 
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describes the variant of Western Armenian that was spoken in Arme- 
nia Minor and Cilicia (and that is spoken “in its [most] elegant and 
refined form in the city of Sivas”) as opposed to other Armenian 
dialects that he mentions by name and which seem to be found to the 
east of this area. 

From his introduction one does not get the impression that Ev- 
liya describes the dialect of Sivas. This can be checked easily by 
combining some isoglosses of conspicuous features of the glossary. 


2. We must be careful in selecting these isoglosses. First we 
should distinguish some chronological layers of the glossary. 

There are features that “always have been there”, i.e., that appear 
in Classical and Middle Armenian, in the modern Western literary 
language and in all Western dialects. One might mention here (32) ’IM 
“my”; im 

There are features that “still are there”, i.e., that are found in 

= Classical and Middle Armenian but are absent in the modern Western 
language and in all Western dialects. The value of the glossary lies in 
the absolute date it provides for these features having been used and 
subsequently having been replaced. Here belongs (37) TYNJ “to me” : 
class. inj. The Western literary language and all Western dialects here 
have representations of inji with appended -i (modern Sivas [andzi]).’ 
Here one might mention also (23) KINIY “sleep !” (imper.) : class. 
k‘(a)nel. Most Western dialects (including Sivas, but not Van) and the 
Western literary language have replaced this verb by a representative 
of k‘(3)nanal. 

There might be features that “are already there”, i.e., that are 
common to all or most of the Western dialects and the literary lan- 
guage but are attested here for the first time. It is difficult to establish 
such a case, but the following might belong here: 

In the phrase (40) 'TYNJ KIGIYNA’ ’Z KASIYR: KIGINA’ “what- 
ever happens will happen tonight,” a connection of the verbal forms 
with Class. g{9)nal “to come” as Dankoff suggests ([kagana]) seems 
unjustified. The semantics of the sentence (that are guaranteed by the 
Turkish text) do not allow the use of gnal. One expects a semantic 
equivalent of the verb “to become” (Modern West k’allay [galla]; Mod- 
ern East k(a}lini). I suggest to interpret the forms as [gelona] or 
[golona], which would represent a written *k’einay or *k’ainay, i.e., 
as a development of class. elanim “to become” and as the first attesta- 
tion of the form that appears in Tigranakert as efndl (similar forms 
exist in AlaSkert, Mug and Karin/Erzurum). The value of this form for 
the study of the dialectal relations of Evliya’s glossary unfortunately 
depends on its etymology. If one considers Modern Western Arme- 
nian allal “to be, to become” as the continuation of Class. elanim we 


Evliya Chelebi 101 


would have here the first attestation of an important link between 
Classical and Modern West Armenian (including most of its dialects); 
if, however, əllal instead continues Class. linim, Middle Armenian 
lin(n)al and has nothing to do with Class. elanim, the form KIGIYNA’ 
in my interpretation would be an outstanding dialectal feature of the 
glossary.’ | 
Taken together, with the possible exception of KIGIYNA’, the 
features discussed in this section cannot be used as isoglosses to | 
determine the linguistic relations of the glossary, as they belong, or 
belonged, to the whole area of the Western dialects. | 


3. The features that are suited to compare the glossary with the 
Armenian dialects are those that do not belong to the categories 
treated in section 2 and that are unambiguous in writing. This ex- 
cludes a case like (40) ’Z “this”: Modern Western as, Sivas as, Tigrana- 
kert es; at this stage we cannot make a choice. On the contrary, we are 
looking for criteria upon which to base a choice. A similar case is (3) 
IRK “three”: modern Western [yerek], Sivas [irek‘], Sassun [irik] 
where the orthography seems to allow any of these interpretations. 
The following features will be considered: 

(7) YVT “seven”: modern edt‘sa [yot‘s] and in many Western 
dialects [yot (ə)].* Other Western dialects show a form that is attested 
in Sivas as [ordo]. The difference in development of Class. eawt‘n is 
very old as is attested by the form hioct in the tenth-century glossary 
of Autun. | 

(17) GA’VUVX “grape”: in many Western dialects [xavul] or 
[xavol] as against other dialects (and the modern literary language) 
 xałol without dissimilation of intervocal -ł-. The Sivas dialect here 
has [xaleo}] and [haleol] (no dissimilation) with diphthongization of 
stressed -o-. 

(28) YUVR “where”: this form belongs to an isogloss that com- 
prises forms with initial h’- (Sivas h’ur, Aéaryan 1911 : 229), h- (e.g. 
hur, Sassun) or y- (e.g., yuy, Hajan)* as against forms with vocalic 
anlaut (modern ur). | | 

(19) KUV, (33) AQUV “come!” {imper.), an isogloss comprising 
the form [ego] (e.g. Sivas) and [egu], (e.g., Constantinople) against 
[(vJegur], written ekur. 

(13) “AS:VA’S “god”, an isogloss that shows loss of at- in the 
cluster -stv- (as in Sivas [asvaz] and [asvadz]) against retainment of 
the old form astuac with -t-. This isogloss is not very distinctive, as 
most Western dialects lost the -t-. 

From the representations of these forms as given above, it imme- 
diately becomes clear that the dialect of Sivas does not have the forms 
YVT, [yot‘(9)] and GA’VUVX [xavol, xavuJ]. Moreover, from the re- 
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maining features, that all are attested in Sivas, none is exclusive for 
the Sivas dialect. This seems to me to be enough evidence that it is not 
the dialect of Sivas that is written down by Evliya. 

All features together occur in an area south of the line of Sassun, 
Tigranakert, Malatya, Hajon. The extension of this area to the south is 
not quite clear. I am unsure of the status of Edessa/Urfa; on the other 
hand, the Syrian dialects (Svediya) do not share all features discussed 
here. Likewise, it is possible that the line has to be continued to the 
east through Mus and Alaškert. These dialects share all features ex- 
cept ’KUV, as they replaced Class. ekur with the form ari, and we 
don’t know when this happened. A similar uncertainty exists in the 
case of the Van dialect. 

In terms of dialects: the features taken as a whole do not occur in 
dialect-group I (to which Sivas belongs) or in group HI (to which 
Constantinople belongs) though of course these groups share some of 

- the features. We are not quite sure of dialect-group II (Mu8, Alaškert) 
and VII (Van). All features occur in dialect-group V (Tigranakert, Ma- 
latya and maybe Edessa) and a part of dialect-group IV (Hajan, i.e., the 
old Cilician area, but not in the Syrian dialects and, it should be 
added, probably not in Sassun).? 

So, in terms of dialects, the features found in Evliya’s glossary as 

discussed here point to an area south of Sivas. 

4. Should we then give up the claim that the glossary contains 
the language of Sivas? An answer can be provided only by taking into 
consideration the general situation of the Armenian language in the 
17th century. 

‘Chronologically, Evliya’s Jössay belongs to the early period of 

the formation of the modern literary language. In this period Classical 
Armenian was not spoken any more. The distinguishing features of 
Modern Armenian had already developed. The Armenian dialects 
already to a large extent possessed the characteristics and distribution 
that we find in the 19th and 20th centuries (which justifies the proce- 
dure adopted above). Apart from the dialects, scholars of the time 
recognized a common language, called “civilis vel communis dialec- 
tus” by J. Schroeder in his Thesaurus Linguae Armenicae (Amster- 
dam 1711 : 302), the early form of modern literary Armenian, a 
language ‘ ‘mixta magis, quae in foro et inter cives circumfertur, media 
ét inter istam Literalem [i.e., Classical Armenian), ét..... singularum 
provinciarum dialectos”. Schroeder’s description is in accordance 
with the view of Armenian grammarians of the time, and modern 
scholarship, too, agrees on the existence of a “common language”, 
used in writing and for communication that surpassed the native 
dialect-area, at this time. 
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The character of this “common language” was mixed, as 
Schroeder rightly remarked. In the words of ISxanyan : “the new liter- 
ary language emerged by introducing additional linguistic elements 
of Old and Middle Literary Armenian into the dialectal and inter- 
dialectal spoken language”.® 

The “common language” of the time was not uniform. There are 
variants based on different dialects. One might mention here the 
“common language” that was based on the dialect of New Djulfa, used 
by Armenian merchants in Europe and by the troubadours of the 
eastern area. 

It is likely, then, that the language of Evliya’s glossary is the 
“common language” used in the area indicated by Evliya (see section 
1.). Its dialectal features emerge from what has been said in section 3 
and are based on the dialects of group V (Tigranakert, Malatya) and of 
a part of group IV (the old Cilician territory). 

It is interesting to note that precisely these two dialect-groups 
are also the ones on which the consonantism of the modern literary 
Western language is based (Pisowicz 1976 : 81-82). 


5. An early trace of this variant of the “common language” might 
be found in the works of Yovasap‘ Sebastac‘i (16th century; edition 
Gevorgyan 1964), who in his autograph manuscript uses forms that 
exactly match Evliya’s glossary: edt‘ “seven” (p. 154 line 1.5; p. 166 
line 13), cf. YVT; z-tas “ten” (p. 169 line 61), cf. DA’S etc.; yur “where” 
(p. 74 line 4), cf. YUVR. Assuming that the language of this author 
represents the language spoken in Sivas {as his name might indicate) 
it is noteworthy that especially in the case of edt‘ he does not use the 
dialectal form of his city (oxdə) or the Classical (eawt‘n) or Middle 
Armenian (iawt'‘n [iot‘on]) form. See note 3 for the problems around 
final -ə in numeralia. 

6. Only now that we know how to place the glossary in a wider 
linguistic context are we ready to try an interpretation of other pho- 
netic features. I will concentrate on the consonantism of the text and 
on the possibility raised by Dankoff that it shows diphthongization. 
The fact that the Ottoman script is clearly ambiguous should be 
stressed again. It cannot write aspirates, it is not suited to render a 
threefold consonantal system, and it is not consistent in representing 
the vowels a, e, i, ə, on the one hand and o, u on the other. For this I 
refer to the information given by Dankoff. In view of these difficulties, 
I do not obtain clear results. | 

The problem of the consonantism of the glossary should be for- 
mulated as follows: how was the “common language” pronounced in 
the different localities of its realm? Was there a different pronuncia- 
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tion in different centers according to local dialectal habits? If so, Ev- 
liya’s glossary might contain the pronunciation of the Sivas dialect. 
Or should we instead reckon with a completely or partly uniform 
pronunciation of the “common language”? 

We shall start from the assumption of maximal diversity and 
compare the glossary with the consonantal systems of Sivas, group V 
(Tigranakert, Malatya) and IV (old Cilicia, ‘Hajen). In these areas we 
find: 


Class t d E 
Sivas d d t 
IV d t | 


vd E 


As Dankoff points out, the Ottoman script only distinguishes the 
consonantal series unambiguously in the case of d and t, of g and k 
with back vowels and of č and j. I will limit myself to the dental stops 
that provide the best basis for discussion. 

Classical tis always rendered with <d> (DAS “ten” : Class. tasn) — 
except after s ((34) XIS-T “very”: xist) where Class. t is nearly always 

_ preserved. | l 
There is one case where Ottoman <d> renders Classical d, the 
case of the possessive suffix -d “your”: (29) KINIY KID “your wife”, 
knikd, modern [gənigəd]. This exception confirms Dankoff’s view 
that <d> consistently renders /d/ : the possessive suffix -d escaped 
the normal Western devoicing of Classical d in nearly all dialects and 
remained [-d] (Pisowicz 1976: 60). 

Ottoman <t> is used to render words with Classical d and t' : 
(38) TUVN “you”, class. du ; (36) IRTANK “let us go”: class. ert‘al. 

Now what did Evliya hear when writing down TUVN and using 
the same sign as when writing down ’IRTANK, where we know he 
must have heard an aspirate? Of course we don’t know. He could have 
heard [d'un] (Sivas), [tun] (Tigranakert), [ton] (Malatya) or [tun]. 
(Hajon). 

It certainly does not follow necessarily that Evliya wrote down a 
pronunciation with a twofold opposition, i.e., that he wrote down a 
pronunciation of the Tigranakert type. However, we may assume that 
he interpretated what he heard in terms of a twofold opposition: 

= voicedness against absence of voicedness. So, if Evliya heard the 
Sivas form d‘un “you”, TUVN next to (36) DUVNY [duna] “house” 
_ (Class. tun) he heard that the initial consonant of “house” had a fea- 
ture (voicedness) that was absent in the initial consonant of “you,” 
regardless of what other features were involved in the pronunciation. 
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The same might be argued in case Evliya heard the Hajən type of 
pronunciation. Obviously, aspiration was not taken into account by 
Evliya as a distinctive feature.’ 

So we are not informed on the representation of Class. d in the. 
glossary, which means that we lack a decisive element to determine 
the dialectal features of the pronunciation of the “common language” 
that is attested in this text.* 

7. As for diphthongization: diphthongization of stressed original 
o occurs in Sivas, e.g., “four” [C‘eors] and in Hajan [C‘ueys], but is 
absent in Tigranakert [¢‘urs] and Malatya [¢‘ors]. The form (4) CUVRS 
in the glossary may or may not show diphthongization; if it does one 
would rather assume here the diphthongization o > uo than the Sivas 
type o > eo. In general, diphthongization of stressed original o occurs 
together with the same development of original stressed e. So if we 
find stressed diphthongized e we might assume the diphthongization 
of o also. 

The rules for diphthongization of e are: | 

Initial e in monosyllables diphthongizes: Class. es “I”: [yes]. 
This feature is attested in most Western dialects (but not in Sassun; 
see note 5), including the ones discussed here. The entry (35) YASIZ. 
“T..?” shows it too. It is not distinctive. 

The second stage is diphthongization of every EN, original 

e. It is attested in Sivas and Hajon, but not in- Tigranenii or Malatya. 
This stage will concern us here. 

A further development is diphthongization of every initial origi- 
nal e. This stage is not attested in the dialects discussed here. This is 
confirmed by (2) 'ARKUVK “two”: [erguk‘]. It follows that (36) 
IRTANK “let us go” is [ert‘ank'] or maybe [irt‘ank‘]. For (3) IRK 
“three” the pronunciation [yerek‘] is excluded; I prefer the interpreta- 
tion [irek‘] (initial i- in the dialects discussed here and in Middle 
Armenian). . 

Original é acude the imperative ending -ē that developed 
out of -ea) is never diphthongized. In Tigranakert every stressed origi- 
nal e (with the exception of original e- in Wonga RADISA] develops 
into i. 

The situation then is: the sound /e/ does exist, it can be expressed 
by writing A (’AQUV [ego]; MAK, mék); by contrast, a writing IY, I, Y 
for stressed original e (PIYR, mod. ber; MIR, mod. mer; VYC, mod. 
vec’) might indicate some other sound. One might envisage 
diphthongization (Sivas: b‘yer, myer, vyec‘) or development into i 
(Tigranakert: p‘ir, mir, vic‘). For any of these possibilities to be borne 
out one must come to terms with the writing -IY for the imperative — 
(modern -é), that cannot indicate a diphthongized sound and that in 
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Tigranakert does not develop into i; both in Sivas and in Tigranakert it 
is /e/. If, as Professor Kortlandt suggests to me, the spelling -IY was the 
only way to indicate final -e in Ottoman script, one would have to 
admit, that PIYR, MIR and VYČ are likely not to show -e-. Still, I see no 
means of choosing between -i- or diphthongization (-ye-) on the basis 
provided by the lexicon.” | 


l 8. Finally, I shall make some stray remarks on individual entries, 
(38) KY.KUM “T’ll come” (mod. ku gam; Sivas [g'ug‘am]) reminds one 
of the forms with prefixed i- in dialect-groups IV and V (Tigranakert 
ikal); the ending remains problematical. — Maybe (40) KASIYR 
“night” is closer to Tigranakert [košir] than to Sivas [k‘iSer]. — In (31) 
KUVRTA’NIK “let us go” one would not read /ktirtank/ (an indicative 
form); as the meaning indicates a subjunctive, one does not expect ka. 
It seems to be in accordance with the Turkish text to assume the 
imperative [ego] and the form [ert‘ank‘] here pronounced as one word. 
— (25) etc., ZUV is to be identified with co {Sivas [dzo]); see A€atyan, 
HAB s.v. — The imperative (27) PIN-DIR-DIY “look for (some)” be- 
longs to the verb p‘ntrtel “to look for something everywhere” on the 
dialectal status of which I am not informed. The Sivas dialect knows 
the stem of this verb in p‘ntrtuk‘, [p‘andarduk‘] “the act of looking for 
something everywhere”. 

I wonder whether the church SITAHQA’BIYD in Sivas could be 
interpretated with hrestakapet ° ‘archangel”; there was a church by 
that name in Sivas. 

There are more features in this glossary that in one way or an- 
other are of interest to Armenian linguistics. The remarks above, how- 
ever, may suffice to show the importance of the text published by 
Dankoff. 


FOOTNOTES 


i Forms in the dialect of Sivas are preferably cited according to Aéaryan 1911: 
225-231. These pages contain a short description of the Sivas dialect together with a text 
in which the main phonetic features are indicated. This text was communicated to 
Aéaryan by Gabikean, who himself published a lengthy dictionary of the Sivas dialect 
with an introduction to its phonetics (1952 = 1914); nearly the same text is published 
there (p. 662-664) in traditional orthography. On the consonantism of the Sivas dialect, 
see Agajan 1960: 43-44. 


2 See the discussion in Margaryan 1961: 19-22 who defends etymological identity 
of Class. elanim and Mod. allal against Acaryan, HAB s.vv. el, linim. 


3 The glossary is outstanding in that it shows the numerals YVT “seven”, "UVT 
“eight”, DAS “ten” without -ə against ’INIY “nine”: Mod. edt‘s, ut‘a, ina, tasa; Class. 
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e(a)wt‘n, ut‘, inn, tasn. This situation agress with no dialect; although Van {where final 
-ə is tolerated nowhere) has yot‘, ut’, tas it also has in “nine” against “INIY in the 
glossary. I refrain from using absence of -ə in numerals as an isogloss as the situation in 
the dialects is unclear to me in terms of chronology. The problem is that related dialects 
show different distributions: within group IV Sassan has yot‘ but Hajan yot'e; in the 
Syrian dialects of this group Aramo has yut‘a, but Kabusiye has yéut'’. This suggests a 
complicated interplay of analogical spread and leveling that should be studied 
chronologically. See also section 5. The forms MAK.DAS “eleven” and ’ARKUVK DAS 
“twelve” are unique: no dialect forms these numbers by combining the elements in this 
way (Mod. tasnamék, tasnerku); the form of the words is the modern one, their order the 
classical one (metasan, erkotasan},. 


4 h’ indicates a voiced h. The assumption here is that h’-, h- and y- represent an 
originally identical additional element to the vowel. 


: Though Sassun shares all features discussed here it shows as “I” against YAS. . 
[yes . .] in the glossary. 


8 [Sxanyan 1979: 18. On the whole Išxanyan tends to stress the influence of 
Classical and Middle Armenian on the formation of the modern literary language. See 
the discussion, ibid. 16-21 with literature. 


? There is nothing wrong in assuming that d‘ was assigned the feature “absence of 
voicedness” by Evliya. See for this the description of the Armenian voiced aspirates by 
Pisowicz 1976: 13-17 ; Armenian voiced aspirates are “plutôt des ténues que caractérise 
une aspiration plus ou moins nette” (p. 13). See furthermore Khachaturian 1983. 


8 I did not investigate Dankoff’s suggestion as to the presence of palatalized 
consonants. Palatalization seems to be absent in Sivas. It occurs in Tigranakert before d 
only. Of course, palatalization might be subphonemic. | 


“It should be precisely noted that in Sivas verbs of the -el and -il type both have an 
imperative in [-e]. Tigranakert distinguishes [-e] in -el verbs, [-i] in -il verbs. 


10 Tt should be remembered that the pronunciation of Classical Armenian < e > 
and < o > indicated by J.J. Schroeder in his grammar was ie and uo. A similar - 
pronunciation seems to be intended by Paschal Aucher in his A Grammar Armenian 
and English (Venice 1819) 4-5, and as far as < o > is concerned by H. Petermann in his 
Grammatica linguae armeniacae (Berolini 1837) 37. This prescription might reflect the 
habit of pronouncing these sounds in the “common language” as diphthongs. 
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